AppL No. 10/677,584 

Amdt. dated January 7, 2008 

Reply to Office Action of October 12, 2007 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants have received the Office Action dated October 12, 2007, in 
which the Exanniner: 1) rejected clainns 8, 13 and 43 under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph; 2) rejected claims 43, 44 and 47 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being allegedly anticipated by Attanasio et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,371 ,852, 
hereinafter "Attanasio"); 3) rejected clainns 43 and 47 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being allegedly anticipated by Chung (U.S. Pat. No. 6,470,389); 4) rejected 
claims 8-10 and 34-36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable 
over Chung in view of Yuasa (U.S. Pat. No. 6,085,238); 5) rejected claims 13-19, 
39 and 42 as being allegedly unpatentable over Chung in view of Findlay (U.S. 
Pat. No. 6,163,853); 6) rejected claims 20, 21 and 24 as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Chung in view of Kapoor (U.S. Pat. No. 5,682,534); 7) rejected 
claims 22 and 23 as being unpatentable over Chung and Kapoor in view of 
Gayman (U.S. Pat. No. 6,256,673); 8) rejected claims 11 and 37 as being 
allegedly unpatentable over Chung and Yuasa in view of Tosey (U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,913,921); 9) rejected claims 12 and 38 as being allegedly unpatentable 
over Chung and Yuasa in view of Bhaskaran (U.S. Pat. No. 5,963,540, 
hereinafter "Bhaskaran-540"); 10) rejected claims 40 and 41 as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Chung and Findlay in view of Bhaskaran (U.S. Pat. 
No. 6,266,335, hereinafter "Bhaskaran-335"); and 11) rejected claims 45 and 46 
as being unpatentable over Chung in view of Gayman. 

With this Response, Applicants have amended claims 8, 13, 21 , 34, 39, 
and 43 and have submitted new claim 48. Applicants believe all pending claims 
to be in condition for allowance and respectfully request reconsideration. 
I. THE § 112 REJECTIONS 

Although Applicants believe claims 8, 13, and 43 are clear. Applicants 
have amended these claims to address the Examiner's § 112 concerns. Also, 
with regard to claim 13, the Examiner expressed some uncertainty as to whether 
the limitations following "will occur" are part of the claimed invention. Applicants 
note that there is no limitation following the phrase "will occur" and believe that 
the claim is very clear and understandable. 
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II. THE ART REJECTIONS 

Applicants believe claim 8 is allowable for at least two reasons. First, 
claim 8 is directed to a method that uses "virtual subnets" in a particular way. For 
instance, claim 8 requires "advertising... by each of the plurality of associated 
processor nodes, that the plurality of associated processor nodes comprise a 
network path to the virtual subnet, the plurality of associated processor nodes 
being free of physical connections to the virtual subnet." Further, the claim 
requires "delivering data packets that include a destination address associated 
with the virtual subnet." The Examiner conceded that Chung lacks any teaching 
of virtual subnets. Office Action p. 8. Instead, the Examiner used Yuasa which 
refers to virtual subnets. However, Yuasa does not teach or even suggest using 
virtual subnets in the manner as required by claim 8. Thus, absent using 
Applicants' own teachings (which is not permitted), one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not have been motivated to modify Chung's system to include the "virtual 
subnets" of Yuasa. 

Second, Applicants have amended claim 8 to require "forwarding the 
packets to another associated processor node with the virtual subnet using a data 
structure that is used by all associated processor nodes in the virtual subnet, the 
data structure having the same configuration for all such associated processor 
nodes." This feature enables packets of information to be transferred between 
nodes in a subnet without being reconfigured as described, for example, in 
Applicants' Disclosure at page 19, lines 16-23. None of the art has such a 
teaching. To the extent a data structure is disclosed in the art, the configuration 
of the data structure is not the same between the various processor nodes. 

None of the other art of record satisfies the deficiencies of Chung and 
Yuasa with regard to claim 8. For at least these reasons, claim 8 is allowable. All 
claims depending from claim 8 are allowable for at least the same reasons as 
claim 8. 

As for claim 8, claim 34 refers to "virtual subnets" and has been amended 
in a manner similar to claim 8. Thus, for much the same reasons articulated 
above regarding claim 8, claim 34 and its dependent claims are allowable. 
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Claim 13 requires "arbitrating... to determine said second processor node 
through which access to the subnet will occur. The Examiner conceded that 
Chung lacks such a teaching. Instead, the Examiner used Findlay, col. 6, lines 
54-65. This passage of Findlay, however, simply teaches arbitrating between 
various servers for access to a SCSI device. Per Findlay, a SCSI device can only 
be accessed by a single server at any one point in time. Thus, if multiple servers 
need access to the SCSI device, such servers will have to take turns and Findlay 
teaches the use of a "SCSI host protocol" to arbitrate access and control over the 
SCSI device. 

The arbitration limitation of claim 13 is substantially different. The 
invention of claim 13 is directed to a subnet of multiple processor nodes. All 
accesses from a network to the subnet pass through one of the subnet's 
processor nodes. Thus, only one processor node at a time is designated to be 
the node through which access to the subnet occurs. This feature has been 
emphasized by the added limitation of "determining that the first processor node 
is the processor node through which all accesses occur to said subnet." This 
limitation provides additional context to the claimed arbitration provision by which 
the second processor node is determined through which all accesses to the 
subnet occur. This is a substantially different arbitration process than that 
required by claim 13. 

None of the other art of record satisfies the deficiencies of Chung and 
Findlay with regard to claim 13. For at least these reasons, claim 13 is allowable. 
All claims depending from claim 1 3 are allowable for at least the same reasons as 
claim 13. 

Claim 39 has been amended to require "a second one of the processor 
nodes wins arbitration for access to the cluster on behalf of a network." Claim 39 
and its dependent claims thus are allowable for at least much the same reason as 
claim 13. 

Claim 20 requires "passing the configured data packet to a remote 
procedure, said remote procedure for passing data across a high speed 
communications interface between processor nodes of a cluster." The Office 
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Action does not acknowledge the existence of this limitation. Office Action p. 17. 
Thus, the rejection of claim 20 is defective. 

Further, claim 20 requires "issuing said remote procedure such that the 
configured data packet is delivered to the destination processor node in a manner 
free of being reconfigured." The Examiner alleged that Chung col. 8, II. 7-11 
discloses this limitation. Applicants respectfully disagree as explained below. 
Applicants made the following argument in the last response and respectfully 
request the Examiner to specifically address the argument. 

Chung explains that the router 62 forwards a request packet to the 
dispatcher 64. After the dispatcher 64 determines the node (from among nodes 
54-1 , 54-2, 54-3) to send the packet to, the dispatcher "routes the request packet 
to the server 54-2 over LAN 56... using the primary address S2 of the server 54- 
2." Col. 8, II. 3-6. This action requires the packet to be re-configured to include 
address S2. Chung further explains that the receiving node 54-2 then "replies 
directly to the client 52 via router 62 over the established TCP/IP connection, 
using the ghost IP address, and without passing through the dispatcher 64." 
Col. 8 II. 12-15. This reply also requires the packet to be re-configured. Thus, 
Chung does not teach or even suggest "issuing said remote procedure such that 
the configured data packet is delivered to the destination processor node in a 
manner free of being reconfigured ." Neither Kapoor nor the other art of record 
satisfies this deficiency of Chung. For at least these reasons, claim 20 and all 
claims dependent thereon are in condition for allowance. 

Claim 21 depends on claim 20 and is thus allowable for at least the same 
reason as claim 20. Further, claim 20 has been amended to require that "each of 
the processor node and the destination processor node uses an Mbuf data 
structure that has an identical configuration." None of the art of record teaches 
this limitation as explained above. 

Claim 43 requires receiving a first configuration of a data packet from one 
processor and delivering it to a second processor "without changing the 
configuration." Claim 43 and its dependent claims thus are allowable for at least 
much the same reason as claim 20. 
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Claim 48 has been added to depend from claim 43. Claim 48 is allowable 

for at least the same reason as claim 43. Further, claim 48 requires that "each of 
the processor nodes exchange packets using a data structure that has an 
identical configuration among the processor nodes." No art of record teaches this 
limitation. 

III. CONCLUSION 

In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. It is believed that no extensions of time or fees 
are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents 
accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of 
time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are 
hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required (including 
fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 



Respectfully submitted. 



/Jonathan M. Harris/ 
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